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DRAFT for discussion 
IMPLEMENTING CGIAR PRIORITIES AND STRATEGIES: 
1998-2000 
I. Introduction 
To respond to changes in internal and 
external environments, the CGIAR periodically 
reviews the priorities and strategies which guide 
CGIAR Centers’ research and determine the 
allocation of CGIAR resources. The process 
typically extends over several CGIAR meetings 
to allow interaction between TAC, the Centers, 
and the Group prior to decision-making. The 
outcome is a framework which defines longer- 
term directions for CGIAR research and its 
implementation through multi-year CGIAR 
programs and allocations. The process for the 
next round of planning and resource allocation is 
being initiated at ICW95. 
The framework, if accepted, would result in 
the CGIAR adopting a rolling three-year budget, 
starting with the 1998-2000 period, based on 
priorities and strategies to be refined by mid- 
1996. 
The three-year planning horizon will better 
define the dimensions of Centers’ project 
portfolios, than can a one-year program. And, 
the CGIAR is already essentially working on a 
three-year timetable, for example, in 1995 
guidelines are developed and will be discussed 
for the 1997 research agenda. 
A three-year rolling budget will be a more 
dynamic and flexible instrument than the 
previous quasi-fixed five-year envelooe which, 
though conceptually sound, was difficult to adjust 
once adopted. Centers’ annual budget 
submission and review also can be simplified. 
Process Timetable 
Date Acti$m 
1CW95 Backbone of CGIAR priorities and plans developed following Group 
consultation on TAC policy papers. 
MfW196 Adoption of new TAC framework for priorities and strategies. 
Guidelines for multi-year budgets issued. 
KM96 - April 1997 Interaction between Centers, TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat in finalization of 
Center three-year plans, culminating in their presentation for TAC review. 
MTM97 Finance Committee review of financial aspects of Center proposals. 
Group review and approval of TAC fecommendations for 19982000 research 
agenda. 
ICW97 Group endorsement of 1998 financing plan. 
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Context 
Following the Lucerne meeting in February 
1995, the CGIAR mission is more forcefully 
articulated. It is focused on two pillars: the 
CGIAR exists to promote sustainable agriculture 
for food security in developing countries via 
poverty alleviation and protecting natural 
resources. 
Developments since the CGIAR endorsed 
the last round of Medium Term Plans include a 
reform of financial processes, and an increased 
spirit of openness and collaboration with 
institutions comprising National Agriculture 
Research Systems (NARS) and other 
research organizations. To help facilitate these 
changes, the CGIAR research agenda is now 
organized in a matrix format, and systemwide 
programs have emerged to complement Center- 
specific programs. The revitalization of the 
CGIAR has resulted in stabilized and expanded 
funding. However, public spending virtually 
everywhere is under pressure and subject to 
greater scrutiny. Furthermore, a significant 
proportion of new (i.e. additional) CGIAR funding 
may be restricted in nature, and CGIAR 
accountability requirements are thus likely to 
increase. Accordingly the research agenda, and 
resource allocation principles, should be 
designed to facilitate efficient and transparent 





(17 in 1996) 
Improving Processes 
The CGIAR has modified its processes of 
program planning, to be efficient and flexible in a 
resource-constrained environment, and to 
enhance stability and predictability in Center 
finances. In this respect, the timetable required 
for describing, assessing, and financing annual 
Center programs has changed for 1996, 
resulting in an accelerated schedule which 
requires Group approval of a research agenda in 
May, to facilitate the approval of a financing plan 
at ICW. Further refinements of the annual 
process are described in the 1997 guidelines 
paper.’ Substantively, centers present their 
proposals as programs underpinned by research 
projects. CGIAR members can identify, more 
easily, specific opportunities for supporting 
CGIAR projects. 
’ Developing and Financing the 1997 CGIAR 
Research Agenda, xxxxxxxxxxx, November 3,1995. 
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Proposal 
It is proposed that a rolling three-year budget 
linked to CGlAR priorifies end strategies, within 
which annual proposals are reviewed and 
financed, be adopted as the operating 
framework. The three-year cycle would be kept 
current each year, and as the following year’s 
funding is approved (at MTM), the succeeding 
year’s proposal is added to the plan. This would 
maintain a three-year horizon. Resource 
implications of current changes thus would be 
focused on a shorter and more dynamic cycle. 
This should permit flexibility and innovation, in 
response to market forces, scientific opportunity, 
and emerging developmental needs. 
II. Designing the CGIAR Resource Allocation Process 
The resource allocation experience of the 
CGIAR over the past decade shows that 
developing the medium term plan demands 
considerable initial effort by Centers, TAC, and 
the Group, followed by significant subsequent 
annual effort to analyze budget documentation 
and to ensure consistency in program 
assessment and financing. Results -- i.e. the 
ability to easily adjust resource flows -- have 
been variable. 
Principles Utilized 
Desirable characteristics of a resource 
allocation process in the CGIAR must take into 
account prior experiences, accepting that the 
problems described above are not all due to 
inherent weaknesses in the planning concept per 
se. Based on past experience (cf. Boxes 2 and 
3) the following appear to be characteristics of a 
good resource planning mechanism. 
l there should be congruence and 
predictability between system priorities, 
which need to be examined and articulated 
routinely, and financing of the Center/system 
programs; 
. allocations should respond to priority shifts 
on a timely basis, but there should be 
stability in CGIAR financing, and a realistic 
Center/system budget horizon; 
The first five-ye&: pIgniiiyig process began in 
’ 1987. Center ‘plan development, TAC analysis, and 
Group approval oocurred: in staggered cycles 
between 1987 and 1989; ’ .Therefore, the -planning 
horizon was 1988-.X992 and 1990;1994 fore the 
la&group. 
The Ran’s key financiai characteristic was that 
they were approved. essentiahy in the absence of 
resource constraints. By 1990, the CGIAR was 
faced with a large mismatch between approved 
plans and funding. The MTPs became almost 
irrelevant as financial reference points, once 
funding became insufficient to safisfy aggregate 
demand 
SOecific Problems Encountered 
. the lack of explicit quantitative linkage between 
CG priorities and Center allocations, 
l the lengthy process of plan preparation, and 
different phasing periods for Centers; 
l the lack of reIative priorities among Center 
programs; 
. to adjust the plan requirements to actual 
funding across-the-board funding cuts from 
Centers’ prior funding levels, not from the 
approved MTP requirement. 
Positive Features of the first MTP 
The plans developed. during the first period 
represented the best estimates of what could be 
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. operational plans should be broad enough to 
respond to changes in the research 
environment, yet should be internally 
consistent at various levels of detail; 
. non-agenda programs (i.e. complementary 
activity) should be limited in scope, and 
carefully reviewed, to ensure that maximum 
resources are available for research agenda 
activity, and that agenda-related activities 
are properly identified as contributing to 
CGIAR priorities; 
. annual Center budget preparation should 
identify proposed changes from plan, if any, 
and annual review therefore should be more 
focused for TAC and the Group; 
Two further observations should be made 
here as the CGIAR considers new procedures. 
The first is that decentralized funding decisions 
and actions -- a traditional CGIAR strength -- 
must remain a cornerstone of the system. The 
second is that Cenfers will continue to be 
CGIAR’s principal instruments to implement the 
CGlAR research agenda: collaboration with 
partners is an operating consideration, not itself 
dictating a need for fundamental change in 
CGIAR resource allocation practices. 
Design Features 
The following are some specific 
characteristics of a process which would satisfy 
the criteria described above: 
Time Frame 
Past experience suggests that a five year 
horizon with quite fixed envelopes does not 
easily accommodate demand-driven changes in 
relative resource distribution. On the other hand, 
one year is too short a period. The proposed 
three years would allow: 
1. stability in the planning and budgeting 
horizon (i.e. more than one year and not 
totally supply-driven); and, 
2. flexibility whereby reasonable and timely 
budget adjustments can be accommodated 
in response to exogenous factors. 
System Priorities, Center Plans, and Budgets 
CGIAR Priorities and Strategies must 
continue to provide the guidelines needed to 
assess the overall mix, magnitude, and direction 
of CGIAR programs, whether they are Center- 
specific or systemwide. Center plans should be 
congruent with the strategies at the system level. 
Then, annual budgets should be consistent with 
plans as endorsed by TAC, reflecting the 
financial requirements of the research agenda. 
More Flexible Allocations 
To avoid becoming entirely supply-driven 
(and over a very short time horizon), resource 
allocation planning must establish some 
boundaries on programs. The desired flexibility 
can be based on shorter time horizons, 
facilitating a more agile response, when 
required, to match supply with current demand. 
While envelopes remain a valid concept, they 
4 
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Proposal 
It is proposed that a rolling three-year budget 
linked to CGlAR priorities and strategies, within 
which annual proposals are reviewed and 
financed, be adopted as the operating 
framework. The three-year cycle would be kept 
current each year, and as the following years 
funding is approved (at MTM), the succeeding 
year’s proposal’ is added to the plan. This would 
maintain a three-year horizon. Resource 
implications of current changes thus would be 
focused on a shorter and more dynamic cycle. 
This should permit flexibility and innovation, in 
response to market forces, scientific opportunity, 
and emerging developmental needs. 
II. De&ping the CGIAR Resource Allocation Process 
The resource allocation experience of the 
CGIAR over the past decade shows that 
developing the medium term plan demands 
considerable initial effort by Centers, TAC, and 
the Group, followed by significant subsequent 
annual effort to analyze budget documentation 
and to ensure consistency in program 
assessment and financing. Results -- i.e. the 
ability to easily adjust resource flows -- have 
been variable. 
Principles Utilized 
Desirable characteristics of a resource 
allocation process in the CGIAR must take into 
account prior experiences, accepting that the 
problems described above are not all due to 
inherent weaknesses in the planning concept per 
se. Based on past experience (cf. Boxes 2 and 
3), the following appear to be characteristics of a 
good resource planning mechanism. 
l there should be congruence and 
predictability between system priorities, 
which need to be examined and articulated 
routinely, and financing of the Center/system 
programs; 
. allocations should respond to priority shifts 
on a timely basis, but there should be 
stability in CGIAR financing, and a realistic 
Center/system budget horizon; 
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. operational plans should be broad enough to 
respond to changes in the research 
environment, yet should be internally 
consistent at various levels of detail; 
. non-agenda programs (i.e. complementary 
activity) should be limited in scope, and 
carefully reviewed, to ensure that maximum 
resources are available for research agenda 
activity, and that agenda-related activities 
are properly identified as contributing to 
CGIAR priorities; 
. annual Center budget preparation should 
identify proposed changes from plan, if any, 
and annual review therefore should be more 
focused for TAC and the Group; 
Two further observations should be made 
here as the CGIAR considers new procedures. 
The first is that decentralized funding decisions 
and actions -- a traditional CGIAR strength -- 
must remain a cornerstone of the system. The 
second is that Centers will continue to be 
CGIAR’s principal instruments to implement the 
CGlAR research agenda: collaboration with 
partners is an operating consideration, not itself 
dictating a need for fundamental change in 
CGIAR resource allocation practices. 
Design Features 
System Priorities, Center Plans, and Budgets 
The following are some specific 
characteristics of a process which would satisfy 
the criteria described above: 
Time Frame 
Past experience suggests that a five year 
horizon with quite fixed envelopes does not 
easily accommodate demand-driven changes in 
relative resource distribution. On the other hand, 
one year is too short a period. The proposed 
three years would allow: 
1. stability in the planning and budgeting 
horizon (i.e. more than one year and not 
totally supply-driven); and, 
2. flexibility whereby reasonable and timely 
budget adjustments can be accommodated 
in response to exogenous factors. 
CGIAR Priorities and Strategies must 
continue to provide the guidelines needed to 
assess the overall mix, magnitude, and direction 
of CGIAR programs, whether they are Center- 
specific or systemwide. Center plans should be 
congruent with the strategies at the system level. 
Then, annual budgets should be consistent with 
plans as endorsed by TAC, reflecting the 
financial requirements of the research agenda. 
More Flexible Allocations 
To avoid becoming entirely supply-driven 
(and over a very short time horizon), resource 
allocation planning must establish some 
boundaries on programs. The desired flexibility 
can be based on shorter time horizons, 
facilitating a more agile response, when 
required, to match supply with current demand. 
While envelopes remain a valid concept, they 
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5. Following approval of the 1998-2000 plan, 
the next review will be at MTM98, for 1999. 
At that time also, the requirements for 2001 
will be added to the plan. Centers annually 
thereafter would add a year to their budget 
so there always exists a three-year plan. 
Annual reviews would assess specific 
changes proposed by Centers for the coming 
year. In the absence of significant deviation 
from the approved plan (both programatically 
and financially), and assuming there is a match 
between demand for resources and the supply, 
that year’s proposal would be approved 
automatically. 
If significant changes are introduced at the 
annual review (see point 4 above), the effects 
must be indicated for the remaining years in the 
plan, as well as in the new year added. 
The rolling plan would remain in effect until 
circumstances such as new CGIAR priorities 
emerge, requiring a reassessment of Center 
strategies and/or system goals. 
Review Dimensions 
At present, the CGIAR sorts research 
output as either Center-specific and 
Systemwide Programs -- i.e. the seventeen 
columns of the 1996 CGIAR matrix. These 
columns reflect thematic orientation of research 
effort, grouped into five major CGIAR activities. 
All of these dimensions ultimately are 
underpinned by projects, inclusive of overheads, 
of which there are some 450 described by 
Centers for 1996. 
Over the last decade, the actual mechanics 
of budget preparation have remained fairly 
constant. It is intended that CGIAR reporting, 
budgeting, and planning could take advantage of 
electronic messaging and databases, using the 
IVDN pathway being established in 1995. 
Program Review by TAC 
(To be expanded/amended) 
Specific criteria for evaluating Center 
projects, include the following: 
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. validity and priority of program proposals: 
Will proposed projects deliver a benefit 
which justifies the investment? Is the 
science of a quality expected in the CGIAR? 
and are proposals congruent with CGIAR 
priorities? 
l partnerships: Does the proposal contain and 
adequately describe how these (within and 
outside of the CGIAR) will result in a deeper 
and more extensive project impact? 
0 sustained/long-term requirements: Is a 
project a one-off enterprise intended to 
answer a specific question, therefore 
requiring only a short-term “bump” in 
funding? Or is the proposal a “permanent” 
addition to the research agenda? 
Financial Review 
Resource requests will be reviewed in 
various dimensions. The overall budget will be 
assessed to determine: 
1. oDerational resource /eve/: Are projects 
achievable at the requested resource level? 
Are budget assumptions clearly stated, and 
are year-to-year changes clearly described? 
2. infrastructure /physical p/ant at a Center: Is 
the existing infrastructure adequate for the 
project portfolio as proposed? 
3. human resource level / mix: Does the 
Center possess the right mix of expertise to 
execute the project? If not, is it evident how 
additional expertise might be acquired? 
The Center expenditure composition will be 
reviewed as follows: 
1. by region, including program orientation, as 
well as actual Center spending in different 
locations. While geographical expenditure 
targets may not be adopted for the system 
as a whole, regional spending should be 
consistent with priorities and specific 
strategies developed by TAC, and relevant 
to each Center’s program. This will continue 
to be assessed in the medium-term plans. 
7 
DRAFT for discussion 
2. & functional cateporv (research, training, 
administration, etc.). The proportion of 
resources which are spent on direct 
research and research-related activity 
should remain at the current CGIAR level at 
least. Conversely, management costs 
should be kept to the lowest possible level, 
while still permitting efficiency and 
effectiveness. Center proposals for 
functional spending will be reviewed taking 
into consideration issues of scale (Center 
size), the nature of the Center, etc. 
3. bv ooiect (i.e. personnel, operational travel, 
depreciation, etc.), to ensure that Centers 
personnel costs do not exceed the level 
required for the Center to invest adequately 
in field and laboratory operations, 
equipment, and required travel. 
4. caMa/ mending, including estimated cost of 
asset acquisition, and maintenance of the 
existing physical plant and equipment. Each 
Center should have a plan and budget, both 
for maintenance of existing assets as well as 
new equipment required to carry out the 
research program. 
Financial Health Indicators 
Parameters such as the Centers financial 
health at the organizational level will be 
assessed. These include reserves on hand 
(operating/capitalv funds), cash balances and 
cash flow patterns, and other balance sheet 
V. Financing the Plan 
Consistent with the pattern of review, 
approval, and financing which has emerged from 
the Lucerne meeting, TAC’s recommendations 
are considered first at MTM by the Finance 
Committee and ultimately the CGIAR. The next 
step is that CGIAR members seek support for 
the approved agenda, in the form of financial 
commitments, leading to not only an agreed 
agenda but one with good prospects of being 
fully funded. The financing plan which emerges 
from ICW reflects decisions made by members, 
which are communicated during the period 
between MTM and ICW, and confirmed in 
items. Financial operating efficiency is a criterion 
to be evaluated by FC, and the Group. 
Funding Feasibility 
A final consideration in assessing programs 
is funding feasibility of the research agenda. 
The review will assess the liklihood of resources 
being availanble, based on past trends, 
indications from Members, and specific 
information from centers. Center proposals 
should to the degree possible indicate which 
projects have pledged support and for how long. 
Unconstrained Research and Overhead 
(an option for consideration) 
As a departure from the current practice of 
including & Center overhead and institutional 
components as a project cost, it might be 
desirable to isolate fixed costs of “institutional 
membership” in the CGIAR in a column, as was 
originally foreseen in the CGIAR research 
agenda concept. Similarly, a provision for 
“unconstrained research” could be made, 
perhaps as a percentage of the overall budget. 
It could be envisaged that the fixed and the 
unconstrained research costs might be the first 
elements to be funded, with unrestricted 
financing. Programmed research, because it is 
by definition more highly specific, might be 
treated as a portfolio to be funded through a 
blend of unrestricted and restricted financing. 
October. Centers should be able to plan the 
following year’s activity level accordingly. 
It is expected that as the project mode of 
presentation and operation becomes better 
developed, some flexibility must be accepted as 
part of a “guarantee” of support: i.e. because 
availability of project funding is often more 
difficult to predict in advance -- but may then 
represent a relatively stable form of longer-term 
financing once it is available - it may be 
necessary to endorse program, not funding 
boundaries. 
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Whatever formulation is ultimately endorsed 
for attempting to match CGIAR funding to 
Centers’ requirements, there should not be 
constraints -- real or imagined - to raising funds 
for the agreed research agenda,. and Centers 
should be encouraged -- indeed required -- to 
find additional resources. For program 
(restricted) financing, the 3-year period may 
coincide efficiently with a fundraising cycle and 
project development horizon. 
9 
